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 part II. General Principles
 
No rival
authority.
Foreign
Legislation.
 Union Parliament is sovereign, but must comply with its constitu-
tional procedure when asserting that sovereignty.1
It has been shown in discussing the struggle for supremacy in the
seventeenth century that legislative supremacy requires that there
should be no rival legislative authority. Neither the Crown2 nor any
one House of Parliament3 can change the law. Neither devolution
nor delegation of legislative authority infringes the supremacy of
\Parliament. Legislative supremacy does not require that only Par-
\liament should legislate, but it means that other bodies should only
legislate with the authority of Parliament.4 There has been little
enthusiasm in this country for devolution, whether regional (e.g.
separate legislatures for Scotland and Wales) or functional (e.g. an
economic legislature elected by trade and professional organisations).
That devolution can be reconciled with parliamentary control is
shown by the procedure devised for the consideration and passage of
measures of the National Assembly of the Church of England.5 It is
recognised that a substantial delegation of legislative powers is
inevitable in the modern State. Apart from minor legislative powers
exercised by local authorities and other bodies with statutory powers
to enact by-laws, wide powers of legislation are delegated to govern-
ment departments. Such delegation may in the absence of proper
safeguards lessen control by Parliament of legislation, but it does not
impair supremacy. Parliament may take away the powers that it has
given. Moreover, unless Parliament excludes the jurisdiction of the
courts, delegated legislation will be held invalid if the powers con-
ferred by Parliament are exceeded.6
We have considered the territorial limitations upon parliamentary
sovereignty and how far the laws passed by Parliament have extra-
territorial effect. It is also necessary to consider how far foreign tew
are enforced or recognised in the United Kingdom. The courts
refuse to investigate the validity of the acts of a foreign State done
within its own territory,7 and will recognise a transfer of property
situated in that territory by a decree of that State, should the question
of its ownership be raised in litigation here. The meaning and effect
1 The Court overruled on the latter point its earlier decision in Ndtwana v,
Hofmeyr N.O., [1937] AJX 229.
8 P. 33, ante.	' Pp, 115 and 122, post.
* For prerogative legislation see p. 352, post.
5 Part XI.	• Part VIL, Chap. 2.
7 A. M. Luther Co. v. James Sagor and Co., [1921] 3 K. B. 532; Princess Patty
Olga v, Weisz, [1929] 1 K. B. 718. Sir Arnold McNair suggests (op. tit., p, 377)
that the courts may investigate the constitutionality as opposed to the validity of
the act of a foreign State, but it is submitted that such an investigation will only
be made in most exceptional circumstances, e.g. where there Is invalid the
* freedom of a person living in the United Kingdom: In re Amand (No. ^1942]
1 K,B. 445. Nor, it is suggested, would an English court investigate a option
of constitutionality which by the foreign law is reserved for a special
tional court.

